From: Geraldine White

To: Court Of Appeals Filings; joe@libertyoaklaw.com; Davis, Jay; Grevey, Kara S.; Hines, Russell; Brown, Stephen L.;
Justman, Aimee; Bell, Pollyana (Polly)

Subject: Deficiency Correction Court of Appeals

Date: Monday, December 15, 2025 10:24:59 PM

Attachments: 20251215 230027.PDF

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Dear Clerk of Court,

I received several deficiency notices in regards to the 2025-002399 case. I was asked to

correct the following:

1) Orders and/or judgments challenged on appeal was not included with my Notice of Appeal
2) Serve and Filed Notice of Appeal in proper format Form 1 in Appendix C to part II of the
SCACR

3) Proof of Service has not been provided in proper format Form 7 in Appendix C to part III of
the SCAR.

Attached you will find the deficiency corrections. If you have any questions feel free
to contact me,

Sincerely,

Geraldine White
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Judge Carmen T Mullen, Circuit Court Judge

Case No: 2025-CP-07-00718

Appellate Case N0:2025-002399

GERALDINE WHITE
Appellant,
V.
JOHN R C BOWEN and
KORI BRETT MCKEITHAN
Respondent.
NOTICE OF APPEAL

Geraldine White appeals the orders/judgment of the Honorable Carmen T Mullen
dated November 24, 2025 granting Respondent John R.C. Bowen Motion for Summary
Judgment and granting Respondent Kori Brett McKeithan Motion to Dismiss. Appellant
retrieved a written notice of entry from the public index on the Beaufort County website
on or around November 25, 2025. Appellant was never served a written notice from
anyone. Notice of Appeal was originally filed November 25, 2025. This is a deficiency
correction for notice received dated December 10, 2025.

December 15, 2025 s://Geraldine White sui juris Appellant
141 Lamotte Drive #A3
Hilton Head Island, SC 29926
843-681-3947
whitegeraldine





Other Counsel of Record:
Joseph Dubois, Esq

71 Lighthouse RD Ste 230
Hilton Head Island, SC 29928

D Jay Davis/Kara S Grevey
P O Box 996

Charleston, SC 29403
jdavis@ycrlaw,con
Stephen Lynwood, Esq

Russell Graunger Hines, Esq
Rhines@ycrlaw.com





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT CIVIL ACTION NO. 2025-CP-07- 00718
Geraldine White,
Plaintiff, ORDER GRANTING
DEFENDANT
VS. KORI BRETT MCKEITHAN’S
MOTION TO DISMISS

John R.C. Bowen and Kori Brett
McKeithan,

Defendants.

This matter comes before the Court upon Defendant Kori Brett McKeithan’s Motion to
Dismiss, filed on April 23, 2025 (hereinafter the “Motion to Dismiss™). A hearing on this matter
was held in person on October 28, 2025, with Plaintiff and counsel for Defendants in attendance.

After a review of the written submissions of the parties, the pleadings, and the oral
arguments of Plaintiff and counsel, the Court hereby orders that Defendant McKeithan’s Motion
to Dismiss is GRANTED.

Plaintiff alleged that she was entitled to equitable relief regarding a sale of real estate in
which she was a co-owner. Plaintiff alleged that a judgment debt and resulting judgment lien
against such sale’s proceeds was obtained fraudulently by Defendant John Bowen, that Defendant
McKeithan failed to report Defendant Bowen to appropriate authorities pursuant to Plaintiff’s
directive, and that Defendant McKeithan should be directed to proceed with any disbursement
from the sale of real estate without interference by Defendant Bowen.

Plaintiff fails to state a claim against Defendant McKeithan upon which relief may be

granted. Under SCRCP Rule 12(b)(6), a purported cause of action shall be dismissed when the
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complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. “In considering a motion to
dismiss, the trial court must base its ruling solely on allegations set forth in the complaint.” Spence
v. Spence, 368 S.C. 106, 116, 628 S.E.2d 869, 874 (2006). SCRCP Rule 12(b)(6) permits a trial
judge to dismiss a claim when the Defendant demonstrates the Plaintiff’s “failure to state facts
sufficient to constitute a cause of action” in the pleadings filed with the Court. FOC Lawshe Lid.
P’ship v. Int'l Paper Co., 352 S.C. 408, 412, 574 S.E.2d 228, 230 (Ct. App. 2002). The court
“must base its ruling solely on allegations set forth in the complaint.” Doe v. Marion, 373 S.C.
390, 395, 645 S.E.2d 245, 247 (2007).

To survive a motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(b), the complaint must meet two criteria:

1. Tt must assert a plausible claim; and

2. It must set forth sufficient factual allegations to support the claim.

Asheroft v. Igbal, 129 S. Ct. 1937, 1949-50 (2009).

[ find that Plaintiff’s purported cause of action against Kori Brett McKeithan appears to
stem solely from her assertion that Defendant McKeithan failed in an alleged duty to Plaintiff to
report Defendant Bowen’s allegedly fraudulent conduct. The Complaint Section titled “Factual
Background” states:

Attorney Kori Brett McKeithan, despite receiving documented
proof of misconduct, failed in her professional duty under Rule 8.3
to report Respondent John R. C. Bowen’s fraudulent conduct upon
receiving the attached Formal Request to Report Professional
Misconduct, Accept Appointment as Trustee ad Litem, and
Facilitate Return of Unlawfully Taken Funds dated March 19, 2025
and the attached email response from attorney McKeithan.
The rule that Plaintiff cites, Rule 8.3, South Carolina Rules of Professional Conduct, does

not create a duty between Defendant McKeithan and Plaintiff. Accordingly, Plaintiff has not stated

a claim against Defendant McKeithan upon which relief may be granted. Based upon Rule
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12(b)(6), SCRCP, Defendant McKeithan should be dismissed as a defendant from this action.
Therefore, it is hereby

ORDERED that Plaintiff’s claims against Defendant McKeithan are DISMISSED, with
prejudice.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Judge Carmen T. Mullen
Beaufort County, South Carolina

Dated this day of November, 2025.
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Beaufort Common Pleas

Case Caption: Geraldine White VS John R C Bowen , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2025CP0O700718

Type: Order/Dismissal

So Ordered

s/Carmen T Mullen 2142

Electronically signed on 2025-11-23 12:49:07 page 4 of 4
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT ) CASE NO. 2025-CP-07-00718
)
Geraldine White, )
)
)
)  ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT JOHN
Plaintift, ) R.C.BOWEN’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
) JUDGMENT
V. )
)
John R. C. Bowen and Kori Brett )
McKeithan, )
)
)
)
Defendants. )

This matter came before the Court on October 28, 2025, on Defendant John R.C. Bowen’s
Motion to Dismiss, or in the alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment. Plaintiff Geraldine White
appeared in person, pro se. Kara S. Grevey, Esq. appeared for Defendant Bowen (“Attorney
Bowen™).

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

On March 24, 2025, Plaintiff filed a Summons and Petition for Ex Parte Emergency
Injunctive Relief against John R. C. Bowen, an attorney who represented a party previously
adverse to her. Specifically, Attorney Bowen represented Benny Hudson Seafood Corp in a prior
2018 matter, bearing Case No. 2018-CP-07-00793 (“the 2018 Action”), against Geraldine White
and Craig White. In that matter, Attorney Bowen obtained an Order of Judgment in the amount of
$201,723.27 jointly and severally against Geraldine and Craig White on behalf of his client, Benny
Hudson Seafood Corp., following a damages hearing heard by Judge Marvin Dukes, III. Despite

being provided notice, Ms. White failed to appear at the damages hearing.
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After the judgment was entered, Ms. White attempted to set aside the entry of default. In
support of that effort she filed a Memorandum of Points and Authorities she stated to the Court
that the “Defendants [were] the owner of the subject boat, names Poppas Grace.” She also filed a
separate Declaration and Affidavit. At no point during the 2018 Action proceedings did she deny
ownership of the shrimp boat. After a full and fair opportunity to be heard, Judge Dukes
subsequently denied Ms. White’s Motion to Set Aside Entry of Default. Ms. White then appealed,
and the Court of Appeals dismissed her appeal.

In the instant action, Plaintiff has sought emergency, injunctive relief against Attorney
Bowen. She has alleged that Attorney Bowen knowingly and deceptively misrepresented facts in
his pleadings before Judge Dukes in the 2018 Action, wherein it was alleged that Plaintiff was an
owner of the shrimp boat at issue. Despite Attorney Bowen having secured a valid judgment in
that action, Plaintiff contends that Attorney Bowen has improperly used judgment obtained in the
2018 Action to seize her percentage share of proceeds of the sale of the White Family Trust
property. As it relates to Attorney Bowen, she has sought a temporary restraining order against
Attorney Bowen, as well as an order to stay the enforcement of the judgment against Ms. White.

At the hearing on Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss, or in the alternative, for Summary
Judgment, Plaintiff disputed the validity and the amount of the judgment against her. Counsel for
Attorney Bowen maintained that the judgment was valid and secured after proper use of legal
process, that Attorney Bowen was immune from liability to third parties for actions taken with the
scope of his representation, and that Plaintiff’s action should be dismissed.

LEGAL STANDARD

Rule 56(c), SCRCP, provides that a circuit court shall grant summary judgment “if the

pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the
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affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving
party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law.” Beneficial Fin. I, Inc. v. Windham, 431 §.C. 256,
26465, 847 S.E.2d 793, 798 (Ct. App. 2020). When a motion for summary judgment is made and
supported as provided in Rule 56, SCRCP, “an adverse party may not rest upon the mere allegations
or denials of his pleading, but his response, by affidavits or as otherwise provided in this rule, must
set forth specific facts showing that there is a genuine issue for trial. If he does not so respond,
summary judgment, if appropriate, shall be entered against him.” S.C.R. Civ. P. 56(¢). The court
must view the facts in the light most favorable to the non-moving party, and when reasonable
minds cannot differ on plain, palpable, and indisputable facts, summary judgment should be
granted. Windham, 431 S.C. at 265, 847 S.E.2d at 798.
FINDINGS
The Court has considered the arguments of Ms. White and Attorney Bowen and has
reviewed the pleadings in this action and the 2018 Action. After careful consideration, the Court
hereby GRANTS Attorney Bowen’s Motion for Summary Judgment for the following reasons.

I. The Judgment in the 2018 Action is Valid and Binding.

It is a general principle in this state that one circuit court judge does not have the authority
to set aside the order of another, which is essentially what Ms. White is asking this Court to do.
Enoree Baptist Church v. Fletcher, 287 S.C. 602, 604, 340 S.E.2d 546, 547 (1986); see also Steele
v. Charlotte, Columbia & Augusta R.R., 14 S.C. 324, 330 (1830). Judge Marvin Dukes, III, issued
the Order of Judgment in the 2018 Action on August 22, 2018. There is no evidence that statements
made by Attorney Bowen on behalf of his client were knowingly false or that would warrant
reopening this previously decided case. Indeed, when the Plaintiff moved to set aside the entry of

default in the 2018 Action, she did not dispute her ownership of the vessel involved. Therefore,
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there was no misrepresentation, nor any evidence of misrepresentation, by Mr. Bowen in taking
that position for his client. Accordingly, there is no genuine dispute that the judgment obtained by
Attorney Bowen on behalf of Benny Hudson Seaford Corp. in the 2018 Action is valid and binding.
The Plaintiff’s Petition is therefore dismissed.

II. The Attorney Immunity Doctrine Applies to Attorney Bowen.

In addition, it is well-settled law in South Carolina that “an attorney is immune from
liability to third persons arising from the performance of his professional activities as an attorney
on behalf of and with the knowledge of his client.” Gaar v. N. Myrtle Beach Realty Co., 287 S.C.
525,528,339 S.E.2d 887, 889 (Ct. App. 1986). “Immunity is a function of the fact that an attorney
acting within the scope of representation is not acting on his or her own behalf, but on the client's
behalf.” Hager v. McCabe, Trotter & Beverly, PC.. 869 S.E.2d 886, 889 (Ct. App. 2022).

First, PlaintifP's Petition clearly shows that Attorney Bowen’s actions relate to his
professional duties as an attorney representing his client, Benny Hudson Seaford Corp., in the 2018
Action. Second, there is no evidence before this court indicating that any actions Mr. Bowen took
were outside of his duties as an attorney for Benny Hudson Secaford Corp. It is evident that Plaintiff
aims to hold Attorney Bowen responsible for statements made in pleadings and before the Court
in the 2018 Action. Since Plaintiff’s claims unquestionably stem from Attorney Bowen’s actions
and statements made in his role as an attorney, he is immune from liability to third parties. Id.
Attorney Bowen is therefore entitled to judgment as a matter of law, as he is immune from liability
for his conduct in the 2018 Action. Consequently, Ms. White’s Petition is dismissed.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED!

Charleston, South Carolina

Carmen T. Mullen
November , 2025 Presiding Judge
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Beaufort Common Pleas

Case Caption: Geraldine White VS John R C Bowen , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2025CP0700718

Type: Order/Dismissal

So Ordered

s/Carmen T Mullen 2142
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Judge Carmen T Mullen, Circuit Court Judge

Case No: 2025-CP-07-00718

Appellate Case No:2025-002399
GERALDINE WHITE

Appellant,

JOHN R C BOWEN and KORI BRETT MCKEITHAN
Respondent.

PROOF OF SERVICE

[ certify that I have served the Notice of Appeal, Motion to Proceed
Forma Pauperis, Declaration of Indgency orders/judgments on all parties
listed below by depositing a copy of it in the United States Mail, postage
prepaid and/or via email on December 15, 2025. The original certificate of
service was served on November 25, 2025; however, this is a deficiency
correction resubmitted which was received on December 10, 2025.

December 15, 2025 s://Geraldine White, Appellant
141 Lamotte Drive #A3
Hilton Head Island, SC 29926
843-681-3947
whitegeraldine






Other Counsel of Record:
Joseph Dubois, Esq

71 Lighthouse RD Ste 230
Hilton Head Island, SC 29928

D Jay Davis/Kara S Grevey
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Charleston, SC 29403
jdavis@ycrlaw,con
Stephen Lynwood, Esq

Russell Graunger Hines, Esq
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